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The greatest advances in food output have
been made in countries that have given land
to the tiller as well as better fertilizer and
technology. Better nutrition, in turn, is de-
monstrably the most effective way to reduce
infant mortality, which, paradoxically, helps
to reduce rather than to increase population
growth. Farm parents who firmly expect their
first two or three children to live turn away
from the practice of having seven or eight
children as insurance against childhood
deaths. .

The pending Senate ald bill, if approved
in conference, could put development assist-
ance on this right track. It would encourage
help from those who help themselves, but it
would not forestall any subsequent Congres-
sional action to discourage Third World gov-
ernments from undermining the United Na-
tions and human rights worldwide.

NOTE

In the REcorp of November 13, 1975,
at page S19898 the remarks in the third
column are those of Mr. Brooke., The
permanent REcorp will be corrected, as
foliows:

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, those of
us from coastal States remember too well
dramatic examples of oil slicks that
ruined our beaches and inflicted slow,
painful death to our wildlife. But the
problem of oil spills is not confined to
offshore pollution. All parts of the coun-
try have been exposed to accidents on
transportation routes at oil terminals
which spoiled hundreds of thousands of
acres of earth and inland waterways.

Unfortunately, our present oil spill lia-
bility laws, which were written ad hoc
and are often at cross purposes, do not
adequately protect our citizens. The ad-
ministration and Members of both par-
ties agree that these laws need recodifica-
tion and strengthening. And we agree
that we must establish a Federal oil pol-
lution fund which can be tapped at once
if an oil spill emergency occurs.

The measure which Senator BIDEN is
introducing today and which I am co-
sponsoring, and which my colleague
Congressman GErRrY STupDs of Massa-
chusetts introduced in the House, will
accomplish these goals. Furthermore, I
think it is the clearest and strongest leg-

islative package before the Senate. For -

one thing, it has the broadest liability
coverage. All persons or corporations
who spill oil or who violate safety and
construction standards of oil facilities
so as to cause spills are liable for dam-
ages. For another, private industry con-
tribution to the Federal Oil Pollution
Compensation Fund is greater than in
any other bill before the Senate be-
cause a greater variety of oil transfers
are taxed.

But most important, I believe this is
the legislation best able to assure that
our land and waters stay clean and that,
if a spill does occur, it gets cleaned up
thoroughly and quickly. Because the bill
puts no limit on the amount of cleanup
cost for which spillers can be charged,
there is the strongest possible incentive
to avoid spills and to clean them up fast
before they spread.

The other legislation proposed to deal
with oil spill liability insurance limits
liability for both clean up and damages
to a maximum of $100 million. But in this
past year alone, cleaning up ocean spills
in the United States costs as much as $25
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per gallon and close to 17 million gallons
were spilled. These costs will go up, and
there is no reason all taxpayers should
pay them. In fact, limits on cleanup lia-
bility might be seen as a signal to pollu-
ters that, beyond a certain point, it be-
comes a matter of indifference how bad
the mess is.

This measure is a vehicle by which the
Congress can send a message to those
who ship, handle, and store our petro-
leum resources on land and sea. It will
say clearly to the industry that it cannot
afford to ignore any precautions or safety
measure. And it will leave no doubt that
the Government will protect the en-
vironment and the consumer from the
ravages of oil spills and place the respon-~
sibility for safety squarely where it
should be—with the oil industry.

Mr. President, as we enter an era in
which every drop of oil is precious and in
which we recognize the great value of all
our remaining natural resources, we must
be protected by such a law. I urge my
Senate colleagues to enact this measure
expeditiously. ’

NOTE

In the Recorp of Friday, November 14,
1975, Mr. CraNSTON’s remarks beginning
on page S20155 contain typographical
errors. In the permanent REcorp Mr.

CransTON’s remarks will be corrected to

read as follows:
INTELLIGENCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY, THE
CONSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENT

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
Constitution of the United States, article
I, section 9, clause 7, reads:

No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in consequence of appropriations
made by law; and a regular statement and
account of the receipts and expenditures of
all public money shall be published from
time to time.

Note the words “no” and “all” in this
straightforward constitutional requiré-
ment. The Founding Fathers were clear
in their desire to insure accountability
and responsibility in the spending of tax-
payers’ funds under a system of repre-
sentative democracy.

Frankly, Mr. Presidnet, we have not
lived up to our constitutional obligations
in this body and the other House when it
comes to scrutinizing the public funds
spent by the intelligence agencies, espe-
cially the Central Intelligence Agency.
In my view, the situation is scandalous.
Year in and year out we vote billions of
dollars for purposes we know nof. As
senior members of the intelligence over-
sight committees have admitted, they of-
ten do not know what they are authoriz-
ing or voting money for. To quote a sen-
jor Member of the other House:

We have tried and tried and tried to hold
the secrecy of these matters as closely as we
could. :

But, of course, we all bear the respon-
sibility for avoiding responsibility in this
area.

As a member of the Budget Commit-
tee, I am firmly resolved to make sure
that I know what we are being asked
by the administration to include in the
functional targets of the budget. I am
sorry to say that we recently voted on
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the national defense and international
affairs functional targets without know-
ing for sure what security assistance
money was in which function for whom.

As a Member of this body, I am de-
termined to strengthen the oversight
powers of Congress in riding herd on the
activities and operations of the intelli-
gence agencies. Recently, when the for-
eign economic assistance legislation was
before us, I introduced several proposals
designed to provoke discussion on alter-
native means for Congress to be informed
and able to act on covert operations by
the CIA.

As a citizen, as well as a legislator,
I want to know how money raised from
taxes is being spent.

Therefore, Mr. President, today I am
suggesting some legislative means by
which the Sehate can assure that it
knows where the money for the CIA is
in the budget and how much it is. I d
not intend to press, at this time, foi
amendments to the DOD appropriations
bill on these matters. I am hopeful that
the Church committee will recommend
a comprehensive and effective oversight
structure that among other things, will
regularly inform us, at least in overall
terms, of how the tax dollar is being
spent for intelligence.

Nevertheless, it may be useful to re-
mind ourselves in this body that we now
have both the knowledge and the power
to expose the amount of money being
spent for any facet of .national security.
It is absurd to argue otherwise, as some
do when they refer to section 102(d) (3)
of the National Security Act of 1947, as
amended. This section provides that the
Director of Central Intelligence shall be
responsible for protecting intelligence
sources and methods from unauthorized
disclosure. But, in no way, Mr. President,
does that bind the world’s most powerful
legislature or prevent it from discussinﬂ
whatever it pleases in open forum befor
the people we represent. Since when
could an official of the executive branch
dictate what we can and cannot discuss
in this place? .

Representative Giaivo, of Connecticut,
proposed a constructive, if complicated,
way for Congress to reveal the total CIA
budget when the defense appropriations
bill was debated in the House a few weeks
ago. I would like to outline it for my col-
leagues’ consideration for possible future
use if we do not soon get public account-
ability on the CIA budget.

Perhaps it is helpful to first give a brief
description of the discussion of the CIA
budget at the committee stage in the
House.

COMMITTEE BACKGROUND

This year, for the first time, the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee of
the House held hearings on intelligence
spending. On September 25, the full
House Appropriations Committee voted
30 to 19 not to receive CIA and other in-
telligence agency budget figures. As a re~
sult, the full committee accepted without
discussion the subcommittee recommen-
dation for a cut of $263.2 million in intel-
legence activities in fiscal year 1976 and
$81 million in fiscal year 197T without
knowing what the overall spending of
CIA and other agencies would be or what
operations would be curtailed by the cuts.
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The Senate Appropriations Committee

restored $123.4 million for fiscal year
1976 and $12.3 million for fiscal year
197T—see page 31, line 6 of the commit-
{ee bill—between the time of the DOD
Subcommittee markup and the full com~
mittee markup. The Director of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency had appealed to
the Senate for a restoration of most of
the House cuts. N
Representative Graimo of the House
DOD  Appropriations Subcommittiee
wanted the full committee to discuss the
CIA budget in closed session. But Chair-
man ManoN told him at a September 25
meeting that he could not mention in-
telligence figures to fellow committee
members. Mr. Mauon did offer to let his
own committee members review the se-
cret subcommittee testimony on intelli-
gence agency budgets. He repeated this
offer to all Members on the House floor
5 days later during the debate on the
} DOD appropriations bill. To see the clas-
sified intelligence hearings and budgets, a
Representative has to sign for the mate-
rial and refrain from taking notes. He
also has to agree to disclose it only to
- “authorized people.”
THE DOD APPROPRIATIONS BILL AND HOUSE FLOOR
ACTION )

When the DOD appropriations bill
came to the House floor, Representative
Guivo offered the following amend-
ment:

Under “Other Procurement, Air Force,” on
page , line after “September 30, 1978,
strike the period and insert in lieu thereof:
“: Provided, That none of the funds in this
appropriation shall be available for expendi-
ture by the Central Intelligence Agency.”

The bill contains funds for the Central
Intelligence Agency, the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, and the National Security
Agency.

Representative Giammo’s amendment
dealt only with the CIA. The purpose of
it was not actually to deny funds to the
CIA, but rather to force publication in
the bill of the total figure for the CIA
concealed within it. He rejected the ap~
proach of coming to the House with a
straight-out amendment saying, “Re-
solved, That there shall be appropriated
for the CIA z dollars,” with the amount

“filled in. But this is a simpler approach
the Senate may wish to consider.

Instead, he chose to use a circuitous
route of first seeking the will of the
House as to whether or not they wished
to legislate with knowledge as to-what
the total budget figure for the CIA is.

Therefore, the amendment did not
name the amount. But Representative
Giammo cited published estimates in the
course of his remarks in the other body
which indicate that the CIA budget
totals approximately $750 million. I refer
to his statement in the October 1 REcoRrp,
page H9361, where he suggests that
Members of the House examine the
budget figure for the CIA and then com-
pare it with published estimates he cited.

The Giaimo amendment referred to
those items totaling $2,010,400,000 under
the heading “Other procurement, Air
Force.” Here is the way those items are
described in the Senate bill commencing
on line 16, page 30:
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OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For procurement and moclification of
equipment (including ground guidance and
electronic control equipment, and ground
electronic and communication equipment),
and supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed six hundred and twelve
passenger motor vehicles for replacement
only; and expansion of public and private
plants, Government-owned equipment and
installation thereof in such plants, erection
of structures, and acquisition of land with-
out regard to section 9774 of titie 10, United
States Code, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted
thereon prior to the approval of title as
required by section 355, Revisad Statutes,
as amended; reserve plant and Government
and contractor-owned equipment layaway;
$2,010,400,000 $2,133,800,000, to remain avail~
able for obligation until September 30, 1978.

For ‘Other procurement, Air Force” for
the period July 1, 1976, through Septem-
ber 30, 1976; $358,000,000, to remain available
for obligation until September &0, 1978.

The amendment proposed by the Con-
gressman read that where the overall
figure of $2,010,400,000 existed in the
bill—see page 31, line 6, of the Senate
bill—a clause be inserted whicl stated:

Provided, that none of the funds in this
appropriation shall be available for expendi-
ture by the Central Intelligence Agency.

(Thus the Members were told where
the CIA money was buried, that s, under
“Other procurement, Air Force.”)

Under this approach, the House could
show its will without disclosirg the line
item figure for the CIA beforehand.

If Representative Giamvo’s first
amendment had passed, he intended to
offer a second amendment under title
VIII—“Related Agency”—see page 60 of
Senate-marked bill—restoring funds for
the CIA. He planned to propose the ex-
act figure which the committee had voted
for the Agency and included in the bill
without revealing it.

Thus Representative GiaimMo's amend-
ments would not have cut the budget of
the CIA. They would have faken the
secret appropriation out of the bill in
one place and restored it openly there-
after in another place.

If we wished to take formal action
reveal the size of the CIA’s hudget in
the DOD appropriations bill before us,
Mr. President, we could offer the Giaimo
amendment at page 31, line 8 of the Sen-
ate-marked bill:

Under “Other Procurement, Air Force,”
on page 31, line 8 after “September 30, 1978.”,
strike the period and insert in lieu thereof:
“: Provided, That none of the funds in this
appropriation shall be available for expendi-
ture by the Central Intelligence Agency.

If it passed, a technical amendment
could be offered reducing the arnount on
line 6, page 31 by $750,000,000—sziccepting
Representative Graimo’s calculations—
so that it could not be used by the CIA,
thereby cutting it from $2,133,800,000 to
$1,383,800,000.

Then a third amendment could be of-
fered under title VIII—“Related Agen-
cy"—stipulating $750,000,000—or less—
for the CIA. For example: “For necessary
expenses of the Cenftral Intelligence
Agency, $750,000,000.”
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It should be stressed that this discus-
sion has focused only on the CIA’s
budget, and that the annual cdst of the
work of the entire intelligence commu-
nity, including a number of other agen-
cies, runs into the billions.

Iraise these matters for my colleagues’
consideration.

Thank you, Mr. President, I will offer
no amendment on this matter at this
time.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Chair recognize the Senator
from Rhode Island at this point?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized.

PUBLIC BROADCASTING FINANCING
ACT OF 1975

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar.
No. 441, H.R. 6461, an act to amend cer-
tain provisions of the Communications
Act of 1934,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (HR. 6461) to amend certatn pro-
visions of ‘the Communications Act of 1934
to provide long-term financing for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting, and for
other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for

“the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
that all after the enacting clause of H.R.
6461 be stricken, that there be substi-
tuted therefor the text of S. 2584, as re-
ported by the Committee on Commerce,
and that it be considered original text
for further amendments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on final passage.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? There
is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, this
committee substitute is a compromise
bill to provide long-range funding for
public broadcasting in the United States.
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On March 21, the Senate Commerce
Committee reported another bill, S. 893,
to provide long-term financing for the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.
That bill was then referred to the Senate
Commitiee on Appropriations where it
is now pending.

The committee substitute is in every
significant way a duplicate of the earlier
legislation that was favorably reported
by the Senate Commerce Committee.
Like S. 893, this legislation has three
principal purposes relating to the Corpo-
ration for Public Broadcasting and the
system of noncommercial educational
radio and television stations:

First. To provide long-term Federal
inancing for the Corporation for Public
roadcasting by means of a 5-year au-
‘horization;

Second. To assure that a portion of
7ederal funds is distributed to local non-

“mmercial educational broadcast sta-
5; and

—hird. To expand the scope of the
ublic Broadcast Act of 1967 to include
;he development and use of nonbroad-
;ast communications technologies for
he distribution and dissemination of
:ducational radio and television pro-
*raming, :

The only significant difference between
shis bill and S. 893 is the separation of
;he appropriation and authorizing func-
idons with respect to long-term funding
lor public broadcasting. The committee
acpes that this bill will provide the ap-
propriate compromise vehicle to author-
ize long-term public financing for public
oroadcasting.

The Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing is functioning now on a continuing
resolution. The basic programing deci-
sions for the next TV season must be
made within the next few months, so it
is important that authorizing legislation

~ macted. .
__ !should like to summarize why this
new legislation is necessary. Companion
legislation to S. 893 in the House of Rep-
resentatives, H.R. 6461, was favorably re-
ported by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce on May 22, 1975,
and was then referred to the Committee
on Appropriations. But the House Ap-
propriations Committee reported the bill
unfavorably on July 22, 1975,

The House Appropriations Committee
opposed H.R. 6461 because it objected to
the inclusion of appropriations in the
authorization vehicle. The Appropria-
tions Committee had no objection to the
authorization language, the matching re-
quirements, or the other essential fea-
tures of the bill. The House Appropria-
tions Committee stated in the body of its
report that it would make appropriations
to carry out the intent of H.R. 6461 fol~
lowing its enactment. The House Appro-
wriations Committee apparently does not
‘ntend to delay in any way the avail-
ability of funds for public broadcasting.
sut the House Committee did object to
she automatic appropriation for the 5~

rear period ending September 30, 1980,
2 proposed by H.R. 6461, It “does not in
winciple oppose advance appropriations

“r public broadcasting, and will include
propriations for the 3 fiscal years end~
1g Setember 30, 1974 in an appropria~
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tion bill if and when H.R. 6461, or simi-
lar legislation, is enacted.”

The committee now proposes this 5-
year authorization bill for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting with the as-
surance of the Appropriations Commit-
tees that they will proceed immediately
to consider appropriations for the Cor-
Eora,tion under the authorizing legisla-

ion. .

The bill provides the following au-
thorizations.

For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1976, $88 million; for the period July 1,
1976, through September 30, 1976 $103
million; for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1977, $121 million; for Sep-
tember 30, 1978, $140 million; and $160
million for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1980. -

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina is greatly con-~
cerned about the 5-year funding of the

- Corporation for Public Broadcasting, as

contained in this bill, In fact, this Sen=-
ator would be concerned about & 5-year
funding of any agency, because it is a
plain fact of life that you are not going
to authorize funds and then reduce the
amount when appropriation time rolls
around. So this bill is going to add to the
burdens of the American taxpayers.

Furthermore, Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Caroling is greatly con-
cerned about the whole concept of the
Government operating a communications
facility, particularly one that has a dem-
onstrable record of propaganda and ill-
advised activism.

I have received hundreds of protests
from citizens of my State and other
States who have viewed with astonish-
ment and sometimes disgust the program
material distributed by this Government
facility and paid for by the taxpayers of
this country. }

Mr. President, I am going to vote
against this bill. I realize that, like so
many other matters that come before the
Senate, it is already a fait accompli. It
will be approved, perhaps because not
enough Senators have given enough
thought to the implications of a tax-
paid Government facility with such a po-
tential for propaganda. I think that
somewhere along the line, the Sehate of
the United States should take a look at
what it is doing in approving the financ-
ing of putting the Government in the
news business, and that is what it
amounts to.

Furthermore, Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, with all due
respect to the distinguished Members of
the committee, regrets the recent disap-
proval of the nomination of a distin-
guished citizen of this country whose
name was sent to the Senate for con-
sideration as a member of the Public
Broadcasting Board. I refer, of course, to
Mr. Joseph Coors, of Colorado.

I know MYr. Coors intimately. I know
of his dedication to his country. I have
observed him sacrifice both his time and
his energy, not t{o mention his own per-
sonal resources, in advancement of a
sound philosophy of government in
which he fervently believes.

I hope the Senator from North Caro-
lina is incorrect in his feeling that the
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nomination of Mr. Coors may have been
rejected by the committee simply because
of his conservative political and govern-
mental philosophy. We have come to a
pretty poor pass, I think, when a man
who is decent and honorable and capable
and courageous cannot be approved sim-
ply because the prevailing majority does
not agree with him,

So I regret the rejection of Mr. Coors,
which of course has little to do with the
matter before us; but. I have not had
occasion prior to this time to address my-
self to my sadness that he was rejected
in his nomination.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. HELMS. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I can say to my dis-
tinguished ‘colleague from North Caro-
lina that I never agonized over an ap-
pointment more in my life.

" Mr. HELMS. I know that that is cor-
rect.

Mr. PASTORE. I think he understands
that. As a matter of fact, at the termina-
tion of the hearings, I asked Mr. Coors
categorically if he thought he had been
treated fairly, and he said yes, he thought
so.

The question that concerned the com-
mittee was a conflict of interest. I have
said many, many times—this rejection is
no reflection upon Mr. Coors’ integrity.
His political philosophy is his own busi-
ness, and we had no right to nor did we
get involved in it. I assure the Senator
from North Carolina that we did not
become involved in it. But there was a
question of conflict of interest.

1 asked Mr. Coors if he did not agree
that there was a conflict of interest. He
agreed.

Then I said to him, .

Well, then, why don’t you resign as a di-
rector of Television News, Inc.?

He paused to think, and he said that
that .would be cosmetic and that that
would not make any difference, because
he still owned the majority of the Tele-
vision News, Inc. stock.

I said:

But it would seem a little more likely
that this nomination would be amendable
to confirmation if that were done.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, that is typical of the Joe
Coors I know. He would not engage in
any subterfuge with the Senator, or any-
one else.

Mr. PASTORE. He made that offer, as

-I understand it, before the Television

News, Inc. Board of Directors, the board
overruled him. And that raised—to use
a kind word—a disturbing atmosphere.

Had he resigned from the TVN Board,
he would have had much stronger sup-
port among committee members. Both
Senator GrIFFIN and Senator WEICKER
suggested the same thing; and he said
he would take it under advisement.

I said:

Well, when can we hear from you?

He said:

The directors are meeting on October 2.

When we finally heard from him
again, he sent a letter in which he said
that he would not resign from the TVN
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Board and that his directors had said
that they would still continue to try to
do business with Public Broadcasting.

1 want the REcorp to show clearly that
Senator PAsTorE is not the kind of fel-
low who, just. because somebody dis_-
agrees with him, would obpose their
nomination.

Mr. HELMS. The Senator from North
Carolina would sign an affidavit to the
effect that the Senator from Rhode Is-
land is not that kind of man. He is a
gentleman.

Mr. PASTORE. I would never do =
thing of that kind.

Mr. HELMS. Absolutely, the Senator
from North Carolina knows that, which
is why I admire the Senator from Rhode
Island, even though we offen disagree
on various issues.

Mr. PASTORE. As I said to Mr. Coors:

You would make a fine member of the
Cabinet. You would fit in any other post in
government, and I wish you would get the
appolntment. But here, you have a conflict
of interest which the Committee could be
criticized for ignoring.

That is the reason why he was re-
jected.

I know that certain editorials have
been written saying that this was a re-
institution of the Joe McCarthy era, and
all that baloney—and I use the word
‘baloney.”

The members of the committee are
not that kind of people. Speaking for
myself, neither am I. I certainly would
not hold the political views of Mr. Coors
against him.

Mr. HELMS. I appreciate the Sena-
tor’s comments, and I reiterate, the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is a man of
impeccable integrity. I was certainly not
referring personally to him or to any-
body else. But the fact remains that Mr.
Coors’ TV News, if that is the name of
it, went out of business. The TV News,
I believe the Senator will discover, is
no longer operative. All that the com-
pany now does, if my information is
correct, is produce documentaries. There
are three or four other members, sitting
on the Public Broadcasting Board right
now, who engage in the very same thing.
I say to the Senator that they have the
very same, conflict of interest——if in-
deed that is what it is—that the dis-
tinguished committee used as its stated
basis for the rejection of the Coors nom-
ination. ‘

That is all beside the point, Mr. Presi-
dent. I really arose to express my con-
cern about-the 5-year funding of this
Public Broadcasting Corporation and my
concern about the Government’s partici-
pation in the distribution of political
and philosophical ideas in the mass com-
munications arena. I am going to vote
against the bill, and I have asked the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island
to obtain the yeas and nays, which he
has done, and for which I thank him.
Unless other Senators have comments,
I am prepared to vote.

Mr. THURMOND. Will the distin-
guished Senator yield?

Mr. HELMS. I am delighted to yield.
to my. able friend Irom South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
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wish to associate myself with the re-

marks of the able and distinguished
Senator from North Carolina with re-
gard to his comment on Joe Coors. I had
not had the pleasure of kanowing Mr.
Coors personally until I met him in con-
nection with the hearing dovwn here, but
I have many people in whom I have con-
fidence who have talked to Irie and writ-
ten me about him. They tell me that he
is one of the finest men in this country,
that he is a man of integrity, a man of
character, a man of courage, a man of
capacity, and that he is deeply dedi-
cated to the best interests of this country.
They also tell me of his deep and mani-
fest interest in education and in public
broadcasting. From all that I have
learned about him, I reached the conclu-
sion that he would have made an out-
standing and excellent member of the
broadcasting board. .

I am sorry that his name was not con-
sidered favorably, but I wanted to make
these remarks for the Reconrp in order
for the Recorp to show that, if I had
been a member of that committee, I
would have voted for him. If his hame
should come to the Senate, I would vote
for him here.

I thank the Senator very much.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I mere-
ly want to say again, I agree Mr. Coors
is an honorable man. He is a distin-
guished personality and a very success-
ful businessman. His personal philosophy
or his point of view on political ques-
tions were of no concern.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a colloquy on this bill between
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY) and me be -printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the colloquy
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

- Mr. HoMPHREY. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island fcr yielding.
First, let me compliment the distinguished
Chairman of the Communicatiors Subcom-
mittee for the excellent work he has done in
bringing forward a long-term finanecing pro-
posal. I have always been a strong advocate
of public broadcasting. I think the genius
shown by the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island in creating the original con-
cept and promoting it over the years is ap-
preciated by the American people,

I have become aware of a prcblem con-
cerning the lack of a guaranteed funding
base for public radio. In previous years a
guaranteed base has not been critical, be-
cause Congress handled this legislation on
an ashnual or semi-annual authorization and
appropriation cycle. S. 2584, however, is a
five-year authorization. This longer-term ar-
rangement demands careful consideration by
the Senate.

My concern is based on a decision that
was reached by the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting after the Subcommittee on
Communications had completed its hearings
on public broadcasting funding legislation.
Although the Corporation, in an ambiguously
worded resolution, pointed out the need for
the expansion of the public radio service, as
well as the improvement of existing stations
and serviees, the Board then announced that
it was cutting the percentage of support for
public radio activities in fiscal year 1977. The
inconsistency between those statements and
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the action Is not only confusing but also
raises the question of whether and to what
extent the CPB will continue this pattern.

I feel quite strongly that there should be
some sort of guaranteed reservation of funds.
This would assure that public radio service
would be made available to the entire popu-
lation and that those statiohs which pres-
ently serve 64 percent of the population
would be improved on an annual basis as
CPB funds continue to increase.

To date, the public radio system has re-

_ceived approximately 17 percent of the mon-

ies distributed between radio and television
by the Corporation. This has meant that cver
the last five years there has been little or no
increase from year to year in the community
service grants made to local stations by the
Corporation.

All of the discretionary money that would
be normally available to help develop the ex-
isting system has gone to projects to expand
the coverage of the system from some 40 per-
cent of the population up to the present
64 percent. Based on experiences of my own
constituents, this has resulted in a stagna-_
tion in federal funds to assist local seer!
at the very time we should he improvi
local service.

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting
in.the CPB-PBS Agreement recognized the
need to develop local stations in television
when it guaranteed 50 percent of the total
appropriation in any given year to public
television community service grants. The
Corporation further guarantees its own
growth and development through the reser-
vation of 10 percent of the total appropria-
tion for its own use. The Corporation does
not give any guarantee to the radio commu-
nity, thereby placing the radio stations in
counstant jeopardy of having their funds
diminished.

Given the situation I have outlined, I
think it would be fair and equitable for the
Corporation to reconsider its FY 1977 deci-
sion thereby providing not only for the de-
velopment of the present public radio sys-
tem, but also the expansion of the system.
It is my understanding that it would take
at least 16.756 percent of the total appropria~
tion to get the existing system moving again
with increased community service grants and__
should take an additional 5 percent to 8 pe
cent per year of the appropriation for t
purpose of completing the basic radio
system.

Mr. PasTorE. If the gentleman will yield,
he is referring to at least a 25 percent com-
mitment of the total appropriation for radic
purposes, Is that correct?

Mr, HoMPHREY. Yes; that is correct, and
1 think that is only fair, given the existence
of the CPB-PBS 50 percent guarantee policy
for public television and the 10 percent guar-
antee for the Corporation itself. Of course,
‘50 percent is not all the public television
industry receives. They receive roughly 80
percent of the money when we count CPB’s
support of television programming and inter-
connection services.

Mr. PasTore. Numbers like 50 percent or
10 percent or 25 percent tend to be arrived
at rather arbitrarily. Is there some justi-
fication the Senator can offer for the 25
percent?

Mr. HuMmPHREY. I agree with the distin-
guished Chairman that numbers of this
type are arrived at rather arbitrarily, but
I think in this case we have a precedent
that sets aside 17 percent, and we have
seen that it stagnates the growth of the
present system while building the new sta-
tions. Five to eight percent of the appro-
priation seems to me a reasonable additional
commitment when we consider that 34 of the
top 100 markets have no public radio service
and that 11 states have no public radio
service.

Mr. PasTore. I agree with the Senator
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that the existing radio system should not
be taxed unduly to develop the new stations,
There has been a long history of underdevel-
opment of the radio system. Qur original bill
in 1987 provided for the development of
one or more systems of public radio and
television. We have largely completed the
development of the television system and
this legislation requires that CPB begin to
give the radio system more attention.

Mr. HumMPHREY. I might say it is due to the
leadership of the gentleman from Rhode
Island that radio was included in the bill
at all in 1967 and was made eligible for
grants under the Educational Broadcasting
Facilities Act. I compliment the gentleman
on his foresight in starting the develop-

ent of public radio.

1 Minnesota, for instance, local support

rrowing by leaps and bounds and the

blic Radlio stations now cover the entire
state. All of our major educational institu-
tions, major industries and citizens have
joined together to build a really first-rate
publec resource. Minnesota has proven that
public radio, given sufficlent federal, state
and local support, 1s a vital and appreciated
resource. I think 1t is important not to nip
this development and enthusiasm in the
bud.

Mr. PasTore. I share the Senator's belief
that Public Radio Is very important. States
such as Minnesota stand as models to the
rest of the Nation for the services and quality
that public radio has o offer to the listening
public. I agree with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Minnesota that the system we began
in 1967 must be quickly completed because
freguency allocations are drying up.

I might point out that the funding

mechanism in S. 2584 assur2s, for the first
time, that every qualified radio station will
receive annual support from the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting.
The Scnator from Minnesota has described
incdequacy of community service grants
ublic radio stations in the past. As the
enator realizes, the entire public broadcast-
ing system has been severely starved for ade-
quate, assured funding. It {5 my hope that
this legisiation will begin to open up ade-
quate financial resources to all of public
broadeasting. The substantially increased
authorization ceilings in this bill would
greatly increase the available support for
public radio, even if its historical share re-
meined constant.

It is my hope that the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting and the local radio sta-
tions, whose views CPS must solicit, will work
together to determine the most efiective way
federal support can be used to make public
radio all that you and I have worked for over
the years. This bill gives National Public
Radio an assurance that every gualified pub-
lic rcdio station will receive a community
service grant. It requires that these grants
come from the 50 percent share that was for-
merly solely for television comm:t:nity service
grants. This is a beginning.

I oppose the imposition of a rigid formula
becauze it would restrict the flexibility now
needed by the CPB to channel funds into
those areas of the couniry where either the
television or radio system needs the greatest
degree of stimulation. The extremely limited
federal monies available to public broadcast-
Ing must do the best job possible. It is the
Consensus of the Commiltes that o rigld
formula for the allocation of monies between
Public radio and television will not contrib-
ute to tais goal.

Mr. HumpHREY. I thank the gentleman for

s stetement and his assurances, and I want
to assure nim that he can count on my sup=
Port not only for this bill but also for a re-
®xamination of the state cf development of
Public radio.

Mr. Pastore. I assure the Senator from

Innesota that the Commrunications Sube
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eommltteé of the Senate Commerce Commite

tee will closely monitor the decisions by CPB
which affect public radio. S

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum. - c
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll. :
The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
. Mr. HANSEN, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded. ’
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JounsTON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the long-.

range funding for public broadcasting is
on the calendar and presently under dis-

cussion. I do nof wish to speak directly - bill

to this issue, but, rather, to say, that the
connection between public broadcasting
and one of the President’s nominees,
who was rejected by the Committee on
Commerce, directs me to make an obser-
vation about a very good and long-time
friend of mine, Joe Coors.

Mr. Coors is highly regarded in the
West and, I think, indeed, wherever he
is known. He and his family have been
public benefactors for years. They have
contributed to 2 number and a great
variety -of different projects in Colorado,
in the West, and for the Nation. I think
Mr. Coors has the highest sense of per-
sonal integrity of anyone I have ever
known. I have nothing but great admira-
tion for him and for his family.

I must say I was sorely distressed that
he was rejected by the Committee on
Commerce. It occurred to me at the time
that the question might appropriately be
asked, are there not other members on
the Public Broadcasting Board who have
similar interests that could have been
brought into question, just as was true
with Joe Coors. I leave that up to the
committee to answer.

I did not want to permit this legisla-
tion to pass without taking this oppor-
tunity to speak in his behalf and to
acknowledge the great contribution that
the Coors family, and Joe specifically,
have made to a better America.

Mr. PASTORE. I thank my distin-
guished colleague from Wyoming. Let
me put this as strongly as I can: where
there was a vacancy for the Secretary
of Commerce, had the President sent
up the name of Joe Coors, I would have
voted for him. But the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting seemed to be the
wrong place for him, for the simple
reason that he is in competition with
Public Broadcasting. That was the
reason that the majority of the commit-
tee rejected him for that particular post.

There is no question about his integ-
rity. He is & wonderful family man, he
is married %o a very lovely lady. We
received a nice lettsr from her. We asked
him at the conclusion of the hearings if
he thought he had been treated fairly.
He said, “Yes, Lhave.”

As I said to Mr. Heums, I have never
agonized more over & nomination than
I did over this one. I always hoped that
he would resign from the TUN Board of
Directors.

Mr, HANSEN. I appreciate the com-
ments by my good friend from Rhode
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Island, Mr. President. T have oftentines
disagreed with my goad friend, but I have
never questioned his hznesty or his integ-
rity either, as he knasws. .
a N‘Itn HELMS. Third reading, Mr. Presi~
ent. )

Mr. PASTORE. Befsre we get to that,
may I make a parlia—entary inquiry. As
I understand it now, everything after the
enacting clause in tme House bill has
been deleted and the %ext of the Senzte
bill has been substituted therefor.

» The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.’

Mr. PASTORE. I t&zznk the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques~
tion is on the enzrsssement of the
amendment and the third reading of the

The amendment vzs ordered to be en~
‘g;irossed and the bill “0 be read a third

me.

The bill was read t== third time.

Mr. PASTORE. M~. President, I sug-
gest the absence of 2 ¢uorum.

The PRESIDING GIFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legiz_ztive clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

Mr. PASTORE. I&r. President, I ask
unanimous consent tZzt the order for the
quorum call be rescinZied.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordzred. -

The bill having tszn read the thizd
time, the question is, Shall if pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call e roll.

The assistant lezizlative elerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT T. EYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (MIr.
BayH), the Senatcr from Texas (Ifr.
BENTSEN), the Senztir from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN), the Senz’.or from North Da-
kota (Mr. Burpick), *the Sezhator frcm
Iowa (Mr, Curver), *he Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. EASTZaND), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS?,
the Senator from MIiznesota (Mr. Honi-
PHREY), the Senator from Hawail (LIr.
INovYE), the Senatcr from NMassachu-
setts (Mr. KenNEDY. . *he Senator from
Washington (Mr. Mzzxusox+, the Sen-
ator from South Dziota (Afr. McGov-
ERN), the Senator frcz= New Mexico (Mr.
MonTtova), the Senat <> from Alaine (L1r.
Muskie), the Senatsor Zoom West Virginia
(Mr. RanpboLprH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr, RiBxc3rF), the Senalsr
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNTS), and the
Senator from Califcrmia (Mr. TUNNEY)
are necessarily absent.

I also announce thz* the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGz=: is sksent on of-
ficial business.

I further announce *xzat, if present and
voting, the Senator fro-m Mitnzsota (M2r.
HumpHREY), the Senzt2r from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RaNDOLPH. . *he Sexnator from
Washington (Mr. Mazmroson), the Sens-
tor from Scuth Dak:zts (Mr. ETRDICE:,
and the Senator from Conneriizut (BAr.
Risicorr) would eac: ~ote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN, I snounrce that the
Senator from Mazzochusetts (e
BrOOKE), the Senatcr fromr Nebraska
(Mr. CurTIS), the Serztor frazz Arizona
(Mr. GoupwaTer), f:2 Senzter from

Oregon (Mr, HATFIELT . the Sexnator from
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Nebraskae 17>, HrUuska), the Senator
from Neveiz ‘Mr. Laxarr), the Senator
from Idaho lir McCrLure), and the Sen-
ater from C2ip (MIr. TAFT) are peces-
sarily absen:

1 farther -2asunce that, if present and
voiirg, the ::“abor from Oregon (Mr.
HarFzerp) t-ild vote “yea.”

The rest i was announced—yeas 67,

na:s 8, as f::;ws-
[Rew2 2 Vote No. 495 Leg |
YEAS—67
Glenn Nelsos
CGravel Nunn
Grifin Pockwoad
Zensern Faster?
art, Gy Pearsss
Hart, Friiip A. Pel
ke Percy
,Jr. Haskell Rotn
Byrd, Robert T. BEathaway Schwsaiker
Carrcn Scott. Eugh
Sparkincn
Stafacd
Stevers
Stevenrsen
- Stone
e Symington
Doxzeniel Talmadze
Durzia Thurmond
Eagletsn Tower
Fanrn.o Welcker
Porz Williamsg
Ford, Young
Garn
" Aler Heims Scott,
Bartlett Proxmire Wiklicea L
Bushity
T VOTING—27
Lsh A BEatfiel” MeGze
Bertzen McGorern
Bidex Montoya
Brocze Eumpkrey Muskie
Burdis Inouye Randolph
Culver Kenneg” Ribicofi
Curtiz Laxalt Stennis
Eastlax Magnuson Taft
pdxoter McClurs Tunpey
So the bil (H.R. 6461), as amended,

was pessed £3 follows:
Re-olved, Toat the bill from the House
4 Bepresentstives {(H.R. 6461) entitled “An
¢t to amerd certain provisions of the Com-
unirations £7¢ of 1924 to provide long-term
firancing for the Corporation for Public
Broadceasticg, and for other purpeses”, do
pazs with tkc fsllowin2 amendment:

Sirike ou: ail after the enacting clauze
end insert:

That this &£t may be cited as the “Public
Broadcasting Financing Act of 1975™.

Src. 2. Sutrection 388(k) of the Commu-
nications Act o7 1934 iIs amended by insert-
ing after parzgraph 2!, the following para-
graphs: «

“§2y There is bereby established in the

& fund which shall be known as
the Public Brradcastizg Pund, administered
by the Secrziacy of the Treasury. There are
autbkorized to be appropriated to said fund
for each of tke fiscal years during the period
begirning Juiy 1, 1975, and ending Seplem-
ber 30, 1982 zn amount equal to 40 per
centun of {2 rotal smount of non-Federal
finazeial suzicrt recetved by public broad-
casting entit:sz durinz the fiscal year sec-
ond precedir; each s"ch fiscal year, and for

the pericd 2oy 1, 1878, through September
30, 1976, an amount egual to 10 per centum
of the total smount of non-Federsl financial
support recelved by public broadcusting en-
tities during the fiseal year ending June 30,
1675: Providsd, however, That the amount so
appopriated znall not exceed £38,040,000 for
the facsl yosr ending June 30, 1876; §23.-
000.009 for the period Jwy 1, 1978, through
Seprember 3¢ 1976; §103,000,600 for the fis~
ezl year ending September 30, 1877 §121,-
GUUGTS for iz fiscal year ending Scptember

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

30, 1978; $140,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1979; and $160,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980.

*{4) The funds suihorized by this sub-
section shall be used solely for the expenses
of the Corporation. The Corporation shail
determine the amount of non-Federal inan-
cial support received by public broadcasting
entities during each of the fiscal years indi-
cated in paragraph (3) of this subsection for
the purpose of determining the amount of
each authorization, and chall certify such
amount to the Secretary of the Treasury.
Upon receipt of such certification, the Sec~
retary of the Treasury shall disburse to the
Corporation, from such funds as may be ap-
propriated to the Public Broadcasting Fund,

-the amount authorized for each of the fiscal
years and for the perfod July 1, 1976, thirough
September 30, 1876, pursuant to the provi-
slons of this subsection.

“(5) The Corporation shell reserve for dis-
tribution among the licensegs and permitees
of noncommerciel educational broadeast ste-
tions that are or the air an emount egual to
not less than 40 per centum of the funds dis-
bursed to the Corporation from the Public
Broadcasting Fund during the period July 1,
1975, through September 30, 1976, and in
each fiscal year in which the amouxf dis-
hursed 1s $88,000,000 or more but less than
$121,000,000, not less than 45 per centum in
each. fiscal year in which the amount dis-
bursed is $121,000,000 or more but less- than
$160,000,000; and not less than 50 per centum
in each fiscal year in which the amount dis-
bursed is $160,000,000.

*“(6) The Corporation sheall, after consuita-
tion. with licenszes and permittess of non-
commercial educational broadcast stations
that are on the alr, establish, and revicw an-
nually, criteria and conditions regarding the
distribution of funds reserved pursuant to
paragraph (5) of this subsection, as set forth
below:

“(A) The total amount of funds sazll be
divided into two portions, one to be adistrib-
uted among radio stations, and one fo be
distributed among television stations. The
Corporation shall make a basic grant from
the portion reserved for television stations to
each licensee and permittee of a noncom-
mercial educational television station that is
on the air. The balance of the portion re-
served for television stations and the total
portion reserved for radio stations shall be
distributed to licensees and permittees of
such stations in accordance with ellgibility
criteria that promote the public Interest in
noncommercial educational broadcasting,
and on the basis of a formula designed to—

“{i) provide for the financial need and
requirements of stations in relation to the
communities and audiences such stations
undertake to serve;

“(i1) maintain existing, and stimulate new,
sources of non-Federal financtal support for
stations by providing incentives for increases
in such support; and

“(iily assure that each cligible licenzee and
permittee of a nonrcommercial educational
radio station receives & baslc grant.

“{B) No distribution of funds pursiant to
this subsection shall exceed, in any fiscal
year, one-half of a licensee’s or permittee's
total non-Federal financial gupport during
the fiscal year sccond preceding the fiseal
year in which such disiribution is made.

“¢7y Funds distributed pursuant o this
subsection may be used at the discreiton of
stations for purposes related to tlie provision
of educational television and radio program-
ing, including but not lmited to producing,
acquiring, broadcasting, or otherwise dis-
seminating educational television or radio
programs; procuring national or regional
program distribution services that msike edu-
cational television or radio programs avail-
ghle for broadeast or other disseminztion at
times chosen by statlona; acquiring. replac-
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ing, and malntaining facilities, and real prop-
erty used with facilities, for the production,
broadcast, or other dissemination of educa-
tionai telovision and radic programs; devel-
oping dnd using nonbrozdeast communica-
tionsg technologies for educational television
or rad:o programing purposes.”.

Sre. 3. Subsection 396{g) (2) (H) of the
Communications Act of 1934 is amended by
deleting the period after the “Broadcasting™

and inserting the following: “and the use of

nonbroadcast communications technolegies
for the dissemination of -educational tele-
vision or radio progroms.’”.

Szc. 4. Subsection 398(1) of the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 is amended by inserting
after the word “appropriate” the following
sentence: “The officers and directors of the
Corporation shall be available to testify an-
nually before appropriate committees of the
Congress with respect to such report and with
respect to the report of any audit made by
the Compiroller General pursuant to subsec-
tion 386(1), or any other matter which any
suclh commitiee may determine.”.

Sec. 5. Section 397 of the Communications
Act of 1934 is amended by -inserting, after
paragraph (2), the following paragraphs:

“(10) The term ‘non-Federal financial
support' means the total value of cash and
the falr market value of property and serv-
ices (except for personal services of volun-
teers) received——

“(A) as gifts, grants, bequests, donations,
or other contributions for the construction
or operation of non-commercial educationgl
broadcast stations, or for the productior,
acquisition, disiribution, or dissemination
of educational television or radio programs,
and related activities, from any source other
than (1) the United States or any agoney or
establishment thereof, or (i) any public
broadeasting entity; or

“(B) as gifte, grants, donations, contribu-
tions, or payments from any State, any
agency or political subdivision of a State,
or any educational institution, for the con-
struction or operation of noncommercial ed-
uceational broadcast stations or for the pro-
duction, acquisition, distribution, or dis-
semination of educational television or radioc
programs, or payments in exchange for serv-
ices or materials representing the provision
of educational or instructional television or
rattio programs.

*“(11) The term ‘public hroadcasting
entity’ means the Corporatior. any licensee
or permittee of a noncommerciil educational
broadcast station, or any nonprofit institu-
tion engaged primarily in the production,
acquisition, distribution, or dissemination
of educational television and radio pro-
grams.”.

Mr., PASTORE. Mr. Presiclent, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the hill
was passed,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I

- move to lay that motion on the table.

Mr. ALLEN. What is the motion?

Mr. PASTORE. To recaonsider the vote
by which the bill was passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques~
tion is on the motion to table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill S. 2584
be indefinitely postponed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
ob}ectxcm it is so ordered.

EQUAL TREATMENT OF CRAFT
AND INDUSTRIAL WORKERS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now



